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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



In re Patent Application of: 
Ronald Pasqualini 
Appln. No.: 09/164,216 
Filed: September 30, 1998 

For BSD PROTECTION CIRCUIT UTILIZING 
FLOATING LATERAL CLAMP DIODfeV 

Unit< 



Group Art Unit: 2811 
Examiner: O. Nadav 



PETITION TO REVIEW WTTHDR AW A F OF 



Commissioner for Patents 
Washington, D.C. 20231 



CLAIMS 

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

iy certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the 

S j T T 05 * 1 SnVlC * ***** P " pakl ' *" epve!o pg 

Washington D.C. 20231-9999 m /yfnOt tf. &CQ£l ' 
Hated : G7-a9~CJ2 iLdLjjJ^ 



Dear Sir: 

1. On September 4, 2001, applicant filed an amendment to the above-identified 
application. In the amendment, applicant added new claims 38-44. New claims 40-44 were 
dependent claims that directly or indirectly referred back to independent claim 1 5, a claim 
that was under exarnination in the application. 

2. In the final office action mailed October 18, 2001, the Examiner withdrew 
claims 40-44 as being drawn to a non-elected subcombination, there being no allowable 
generic or linking claim. 

3. In the amendment filed on January 16, 2002, applicant traversed the 
Examiner's withdrawal of claims 40-44. Applicant argued that restriction is proper when two 
or more inventions are claimed in a single patent application. A dependent claim includes all 
of the hmrtations of its independent claim. As a result, it is not possible for a dependent 
claim and its independent claim to be directed to two different inventions. Since it is not 
possible for two or more inventions to be present in the present case, claims 40-44 may not 
properly be restricted out. As a result, applicant requested that claims 40-44 be reinstated. 

4. In the office action mailed February 7, 2002, the Examiner argued that an 
independent claim and a dependent plaim that refers back to the independent claim can be 
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restricted if the independent and dependent claims can be related as a combination and a 
subcombination. 

5. In the amendment filed on May 7, 2002, applicant noted that two independent 
claims can be restricted if the two independent claims are related as a combination and a 
subcombination. However, a dependent claim and its independent claim may not be properly 
be restricted because it is not possible for a dependent claim to be directed to an invention 
that is different from the invention claimed in its independent claim. 

6. In the final office action mailed June 25, 2002, the Examiner held the withdrawal 
of claims 40-44 to be final. 

7. As a result, applicant petitions for review of the Examiner's final holding that 
dependent claims 40-44 can be directed to an invention that is different from the invention 
claimed by independent claim 15, from which claims 40-44 directly or indirectly depend, and 
respectively requests that claims 40-44 be reinstated. 



Dated: 



30 Fifth Street, Suite 200 
P,0. Box 300 

Petaluma, CA 94953-0300 

Direct Dial Telephone No. (707) 762-5583 

Telephone: (707) 762-5500 

Facsimile: (707) 762-5504 



Respectfully submitted, 




Mark C Pickering 
Registration No. 36,239 
Attorney for Applicant 
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